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| The Image of a President: 


The Constitutional Monarch 


The year 1960 is here and already we find ourselves in the midst of a presidential election campaign. Even 
now our newspaper writers are indulging in the traditional intellectual sport of filling their columns with partisan 
gossip and, as in every election year, political analysis seems to have been taken over by society editors. 

As on previous occasions, we may expect to be increasingly fed with accounts of which presidential hopeful 
chatted with which political “boss”, which shook hands with more cab drivers and which stopped on a highway 


to help a desperate traveler replace her 
blown out tire. 

How much opportunity will be provided 
during this campaign for a more mature 
soul searching of the nation may well be 
a fateful question. But it seems that within 
both political parties there is a strong 
tendency to maintain internal “unity” and 
thereby to let the campaign run on the 
merits of personal image congeniality rath- 
er than on actual public merits. 

This presidential campaign will be de- 
prived of any sobering impact unless it 
occasions a mature political analysis of 
the outgoing two-term Eisenhower Ad- 
ministration. A perspective for judgment 
must be gained which would enable us to 
draw conclusions as to the historic impact 
of this Administration, in the awareness 
that historic verdicts will not be based on 
“I Like Ike” or any other campaign but- 
tons. 

The most outstanding feature of Eisen- 
hower’s presidency is his undiminished 
popularity. Never before has there been 
a period with so many potential and 
actual public controversies, without such 
controversies substantially affecting public 
acclaim of the political leader. The public 
image of Eisenhower, the military hero of 
World War II, has remained unaltered as 
if for the last seven years he was still add- 
ing military laurels to America’s glory 
rather than indulging in the grey realities 
of public life. 

So great his personal appeal has re- 
mained that no politician, especially if his 
arena was the independent legislature, 
could afford to challenge his wisdom ex- 
cept at the pain of signing his own political 
death warrant. 

This grip on the public is not less than 
mystifying when one reviews the im- 
portant events and controversies in which 
the Eisenhower Administration has par- 
ticipated either through commission or 
through omission. 


FOREIGN POLICY BY PROXY 


Of. foremost significance is the issue of 
adapting international relations to a new 
(Continued on page 8) 





DO THIRD PARTIES HAVE A CHANCE? 


BALLOT ACCESS 
and MINORITY PARTIES 


By RALPH NADER and THEODORE JACOBS 


Most people will agree, as a general proposition, that our democratic 
faith is reflected in our treatment of minorities. But, as so often happens 
with national professions, it is in the translation of these declarations into 
actual practice, in the testing of these principles in the crucible of actual 
events, that reservations begin the process of erosion. One area in which 
such erosion may be seen is that dealing with the laws governing the rights 
of minority political parties to place the names of their candidates on 


primary and general election ballots. 

In state after state there is a practical 
monopoly of the ballot by the Democratic 
and Republican parties. The perpetuation 
of this monopoly is insured by laws which 
subject the entry of new or minority party 
slates to the ballot to almost impossible 
burdens, and by judicial interpretations of 
these laws which ignore their prejudicial 
effect on small parties. 

The fact that this problem is still with 
us is evidenced by a long line of decisions 
upholding state requirements for small 
parties, the most recent being one handed 
down in November, 1957, by the Califor- 
nia Supreme Court. In that decision, the 
primary law was upheld despite pleas by 
the Socialist Party and the Christian Na- 


Mssrs. Nader and Jacobs are graduates of 
Princeton University and the Harvard Law 
School. Mr. Nader’s literary contributions in- 
clude those to the Christian Science Monitor 
and The Nation. This article was originally 
prepared for the Harvard Law Record with 
whose permission it is here published, 





tionalist Party that it would cost each 
party up to $400,000 to qualify under that 
state’s petition requirements. 

It must be made clear that reference is 
not being made to political success, but 
rather to ballot access. Political success is 
impeded by deeper political patterns such 
as the election system of “plurality-take- 
all.” Our emphasis here, however, is on 
the nature, operation and rationale of laws 
preventing minority parties from merely 
placing the names of their candidates on 
the election ticket. 

What requirements must a small party 
or independent group meet in order to 
place its candidates on the ballot? There 
are 50 different answers to this question. 
Each state has its distinctive statutes, rang- 
ing from liberal to harsh, with the least 
populous more often in the former and the 
more heavily populated in the latter cate- 
gory. It is possible, however, to give a brief 
survey of the present statutory situation. 

(Continued on page 10) 








TOWARDS THE SUMMIT 


Diplomatic Sabre-Rattling 


The cessation of the cold war, if and when it comes, will pose new 
challenges to the West. Many economic and social problems, especially 
in the underdeveloped regions, which have been neglected because of 
the preoccupation with global military strategy and political propa- 
ganda, are now emerging as the main items on the international 
agenda. Once the war hysteria of the past decade or so is over, there 
will be no political or military slogans left to serve as smoke screens 
for the issues that really count in terms of human development. That 
this is becoming the: new field of competition between the Soviets and 


the West is all to the good, and 
the new era is heralded not only 
by Chairman Khrushchev’s an- 
nounced visit to Asia, Prime Min- 
ister Macmillan’s extensive tour of 
Africa and the forthcoming visit 
of President Eisenhower to South 
America, but also by the deter- 
mined efforts of the United States, 
Canada and the Organization for 
European Economic Cooperation 
to coordinate aid to underdevel- 
oped nations. 

Side by side with these mani- 
festations of a growing apprecia- 
tion of the real challenges of this 
generation, there are other prep- 
arations, still stemming from a 
cold war psychology, that are at- 
tempting to prejudice the atmos- 
phere of the forthcoming summit 
conference. The Soviet announce- 
ment of a series of missile tests 
in the Pacific, though carefully 
wrapped in promises of serving 
inter-planetary communication, 
and Khrushchev’s boast of a new 
incredible space weapon were 
timed to make their underlying 
military significance implicit. It 
attempts to establish a position of 
strength from which the Soviets 
can negotiate at the summit. 

Were it not for the intended 
military implications, Soviet mis- 
sile prowess needed no additional 
demontrations. The thrust and 
accuracy of Soviet missiles could 
still be used for scientific ventures 
such as further contacts with the 
‘moon. The Soviet decision to use 
the Pacific ocean is an attempt to 
“soften” their diplomatic counter- 
parts at the summit. Kbkrush- 
chev’s renewed pressure for a so- 
lution of the Berlin problem and 
his reminder that the Soviets 
might sign a separate peace treaty 
with East Germany clearly indi- 
cate the political ends his govern- 
ment hopes to achieve through 
the display of its military might. 

The Soviets are not the only 
ones to resort to implicit sabre- 
rattling while professing devotion 
to nothing but the pacification of 
international relations. President 
Eisenhower’s refusal to firmly 


commit this country to a pro- . 


longed ban on nuclear tests, put- 
ting the ban on an ad hoc basis 
instead, is an American counter- 
part to Soviet missile experiments. 
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Even Washington’s reluctance to 
protest against the Soviet tests in 
the Pacific carries the implicit 
message of claiming its own free- 
dom of action. Army Secretary 
Brucker’s statement that the U. S. 
will defend Nationalist China’s 
offshore islands, although dis- 
owned by the State Department, 
and Air Force Chief of Staff Gen. 
Thomas D. White’s boast of a 
1,000 mile range ballistic missile 
launchable from bombers are 
both instances of pre-summit dip- 
lomatic intimidation. 

Boasts of military prowess will 
continue and increase in the 
weeks ahead. They will constitute 
a propaganda prelude to the 
forthcoming conference at the 
summit. 

Only one year ago such an ex- 
change of military overtures 
would have caused serious inter- 
national repercussions. In the 
prevailing situation, they carry no 
great impact and are recognized 
for what they really are—rem- 
nants of a destructive frame of 
mind which hysterically domi- 
nated the period of the cold war. 
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Something Has Got To 
Give In Cuba 


Dr. Fidel Castro certainly is not an experienced diplomat: 
his frequent verbal outbursts against the foreign circles and 
powers he believes to stand in the way of his reform display 
neither the prudence nor the norms of tact conventionally 
expected in diplomatic encounters. He has also made himself 
guilty of a legalized campaign of terrorism against his domestic 
foes. But Dr. Fidel Castro is neither stupid nor a dictator who, 
like his predecessor, uses his office and power for personal 
enrichment and self-aggrandizement. If anything Dr. Castro 
is an idealist, unfortunately a fanatic idealist. With all his 
indiscretions there is no question as to his sincerity in serving 
what he believes to be the welfare of his nation. 

Any Cuban leader must be acutely aware that the fate of 
his country depends on its relations with the United States. 
This dependence is political and military as well as economic. 
A Cuban leader who would pursue a premeditated policy of 
aligning his nation with the enemies of the United States 
would have to be a deliberate traitor to the Cuban cause; 
irrelevant of anything else he must be aware that the United 
States would stop at no measure to prevent the island from 
becoming a strategic outpost against basic U. S. interests. 

Since it is impossible to suspect Dr. Castro of such a treason- 
ous frame of mind, one must assume that his anti-American 
avowals are uttered only reluctantly and under great provoca- 
tion. It cannot possibly constitute a purpose in itself. Under 
the circumstances, Castro’s accusations that U. S. Ambassador 
Philip W. Bonsal has been involved in a conspiracy against 
the Cuban Government may not be dismissed lightly, especially 
in view of the admitted fact that this country has been used 
as a launching site for anti-Castro mission flights. 

The repercussions which such accusations may have and of 
which the Castro Government must be well aware, suffice to 
make: us believe them to be more than demagogic oratory. 
The risks Castro undertook in making them are necessarily 
indicative of their seriousness and sincerity. He must have 
felt he had little to lose and, rather than smilingly pretend 
to be unaware of what was going on behind the scenes, he 
decided to air his apprehensions in the desperate belief that 
this was the only possible counter-measure. 

The validity of Castro’s accusations is strongly supported 
by Latin-American experiences of the past. The story of the 
1954 invasion of Guatemala at the very least takes Castro’s 
apprehensions out of the realm of fantasy. Then the State 
Department equated the selfish interests of the United Fruit 
Company with the national interests of the United States, 
while now in Cuba the unqualified and unreserved position the 
State Department took in representing the interests of a group 
of American sugar growers made equally explicit on whose 
behalf it has been acting. 

Once the State Department agreed to lend its full power and 
authority to interfere with the Cuban land reform, there can 
be little doubt as to the extremity of animosity towards Castro 
it inherited from its guiding forces. The interests of American 
investors in Cuba control the policies of the State Department 
to such an extent that even their vacillations are reflected in 
those policies. While the curtailment of Cuban sugar imports 
is potentially a powerful punitive measure, there is a reluctance 
to resort to it lest it hits equally hard the Cuban Government 
and the American sugar growers. 

In times like these we tend to forget that as against the 
preferential treatment of Cuban sugar exports to this country, 
during World War II we were obtaining Cuban sugar at a 
lower price than that on the world market. Furthermore, our 
domestic prices paid for Cuban sugar are possibly less of a 
foreign good will gesture than a subsidy to American sugar 
growers, not unlike subsidies to American farmers or tax 
exemptions for American oil companies operating abroad. 

In view of Castro’s unswerving determination to proceed 
with his land reform there can be no doubt that the American 
sugar growers would stop at nothing to impede the reform, 
even if need be through deposing the Castro regime. The 

(Continued on page 15) 
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, THE OUTCASTS 





WHERE DOES THE LAW END? 


A criminal upon being sentenced and 
confined to a penitentiary finds himself 
in a double relation with the law: on 
the one hand he is subjected to its pun- 
ishment and severity while on the other 
hand his person and interests are still 
protected by it. The law never puts an 
individual, even if criminally anti- 
social, outside its domain nor does it 
ever establish a one-sided relationship 
with him. Laws passed by the legisla- 
ture but construed as bills of attainder 
are nullified by the Supreme Court as 
unconstitutional. Our society is sup- 
posed to be ruled not by certain individ- 
uals but by law which never turns its 
back on the citizen, nor does it ever de- 
liver him to anyone’s arbitrariness. 


This irrevocable protection by law is 
assured in the Bill of Rights and the 
Constitution, and due process of law is 
the mechanism by which it prevails. No 
matter how condemnable the guilt of a 
citizen, he still has certain rights which 
the law guarantees him. To assure him 
of this he is entitled to legal counsel 
even if he cannot afford to engage it 
personally. 


This is a basic tenet of a legally ruled 
society in contrast to the absolute rule 
of a medieval sovereign whose person 
was law itself. 


The differences between a society 
ruled by law and one ruled by an abso- 
lute sovereign do not occur in cases of 
voluntary and spontaneous compliance 
of the citizens with whatever or who- 
ever is the law. As long as the citizen’s 
conduct is such as not to be challenged 
by the prevailing authorities, no occa- 
sion arises for protecting his rights 
against the state. A hypothetical abso- 
lute monarchy, in which all citizens 
would voluntarily and spontaneously 
comply with the sovereign’s wishes, 
would never be afflicted by conflicts of 
authority. Any demand for the adop- 
tion of civil rights would in such an 
ideal situation be of a strictly preven- 
tive nature; the prevailing situation 
would not need to be improved upon. 


The differences between such a hypo- 
thetical ideal monarchy and a legally 
ruled society arise in instances of con- 
flict. Only when there is a clash be- 
tween state authority and the individ- 
ual does a reason exist for the state to 
attempt the impingement of the indi- 
vidual’s rights, while the citizen may be 
put in a position of defending them. 

One must make this elementary anal- 
ogy in order to make it clear that when- 
ever a citizen is put in a position of bar- 
gaining for his civil liberties, he is ipso 
facto mutually antagonistic to those 
who speak for and exercise state au- 
thority. 


Whether or not civil liberties are ad- 
hered to is not tested between the state 
authority and its supporters or those 
who comply with it, but in relations of 
conflict, controversy and incompatibil- 
ity. Bills of attainder are not ruled un- 
constitutional for the sake of those cases 
in which no attempt would be made, 
nor a need arise, to apply them. They 
are so ruled in order to prevent their 
application when the inducement of ap- 
plying them would be greatest. Free- 
dom of speech is not granted for the 
sake of those situations in which no 
attempt would be made to curtail it, 
but specifically for those in which some- 
one might believe such curtailment nec- 
essary, warranted, or even patriotic. 
Due process of law is guaranteed pre- 
cisely because situations might arise in 
which society or its authorities might be 
inclined to deny it. The accused is al- 
ways opposed by the accuser and that’s 
why we impose limitations on the lat- 
ter’s opposition. 

While American society is brought up 
in a deep declaratory reverence for the 
Constitution, this attitude often reflects 
a means of keeping public thinking on 
the conservative side rather than on un- 
conditional adherence to the principles 
embodied in it. It was Thomas Jeffer- 
son who warned that “some men look 
at constitutions with sanctimonious rev- 
erence and deem them like the ark of 
the covenant, too sacred to be touched. 
They ascribe to the men of the preced- 
ing age a wisdom more than human, 
and suppose what they did to be beyond 
amendment. . . . Laws and institutions 
must go hand in hand with the progress 
of the human mind. ... We might as 
well require a man to wear the coat that 
fitted him as a boy, as civilized society 

to remain ever under the regime of their 
ancestors.” Our generation, however, 
seems to be doing the opposite: while, 
theoretically, we cling to the Constitu- 


tion, we regress our actual public expe- 
rience to the pre-constitutional moral 
and political level. We let the man’s 
coat hang in the wardrobe but make 
him wear a mental diaper. 


Attempts to put limits to the applica- 
bility of the law are made on three 
levels: through unconstitutional legis- 
lation, through unconstitutional admin- 
istration of law enforcement and 
through unfair public pressure. In all 
these unconstitutional methods we feel 
justified by the degree of our annoy- 
ance with those against whom they are 
intended. While we may well be aware 
of the unconstitutionality of our actions, 
we resort to them inspired by an emo- 
tional justification, which was precisely 
what the citizen was intended to be 
protected against. 


A typical instance of unconstitutional 
legislation has been provided in the 
form of the Smith Act, which among 
others, made membership in the Com- 
munist Party a crime in spite of the Bill 
of Rights’ provision that “Congress shall 
make no law... abridging ... the right 
of the people peaceably to assemble, and 
to petition the government for a redress 
of grievances.” (From Article I) 


A typical instance of unconstitutional 
law administration has been provided in 
the form of prosecuting witnesses on 
contempt charges for refusing to coop- 
erate with unconstitutional inquiries of 
certain congressional committees. 


However, the most extreme adultera- 
tion of the Constitution has been per- 
mitted to develop in the form of public 
pressure. Unrestrained by written stat- 
utes and without offering itself to be 
challenged in courts of law, public pres- 
sure has become the farthest reaching 
arm of the trend to divorce American 
practice from the liberal principles of 
the Bill of Rights and the Constitu- 
tion. 

The most ingenious and effective de- 
vice in building up such pressure has 
been provided in the form of identifying 
the constitutional defense of Commu- 
nists with Communism itself. A lawyer 
defending a thief, a hold-up man or a 
rapist would never be put in the same 
category as the defendant. We display 
towards him an appreciation of his pro- 
fessional service and we welcome his 
contribution as a means of preserving 
the law. But who can doubt that many 
lawyers, if not a vast majority of them, 
would have qualms about defending an 
accused Communist lest they themselves 
be identified with the alleged crime of 
the defendant? Indeed, providing legal 
counsel for a Communist, unless by in- 
voluntary court appointment and unless 
pursued with something short of com- 
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Bigotry did not exist with the creation of the first man, 
but as soon as he found himself in human company discrim- 
ination was born. If we could interview Adam by the means 
of some extrasensory seance, we would probably discover 
that he did not consider Eve quite his equal. He would 
presumably brag that he was Almighty’s principal creation 
while Eve was no more than a derivative of his body. If 
Adam would prove to have been a Weiningerian “Anti- 
Eveist”, I do not know how theories about the economic 
origin of bigotry would apply to him; Eve had no one to 
share her apple with except Adam and there was no room 
for economic jealousy. 

The inclination to bigotry, whether revealed in racial, 
religious, national or sex discrimination, is so basic to our 
psychological make-up that an individual does not need to 
be infected by it from the outside—he is well capable of 
originating it all over within himself. Indeed, I believe that 
without a conscious mental process an individual cannot 
free himself of his native inclination to be bigoted. 

Bigotry stems from man’s loneliness and self-doubt. Since 
everybody is to one degree or another subjected to loneli- 
ness and self-doubt, potentially everybody is prone to 
becoming a bigot. 

While we enjoy living, all too often living does not seem 
to make much sense to us. Those who tell you how much 
they love the world and being able to look at it, actually 
are saying how much they ENJOY living, but they do not 
disclose any PURPOSE which would link them with the 
universe and eternity. So, in a sense living is waste. And 
since this is so, we protest against the senselessness of life 
with all our spiritual and intellectual faculties. We protest 
against it by making ourselves believe that we do make 
sense, that it does matter whether we live or not, that we 
do amount to something purposeful. 

WE DO AMOUNT—had we lost this adopted, not 
necessarily true self-appraisal, we would also lose some- 
thing we genuinely, natively, instinctively possess—the ca- 
pacity to ENJOY living. 

Everything we are and everything we may become, our 
very clinging to life or giving it up, they all depend on our 
artificial and subjective consolation that WE DO 
AMOUNT. This is one premise we are never ready to 
give up, not even when we pretend before others or our- 
selves that we do, except perhaps at the moment of putting 
a voluntary end to our life. 

We are ready to save this self-appraisal at any cost. If 
we are unable to find ways for saving it acceptable to other 
people, we will save it by turning against them. If we are 
unable to satisfy it heroically, we will seek it in masochistic 
asceticism. : 

Our consolation that WE DO AMOUNT has nothing to 
do with an objective taking stock of ourselves. Even if it 
were proved by others that we are not what we claim to 
‘be, even if we were compromised and ridiculed a million 
times, we could not take a single breath were we to give 
up the illusion that WE DO AMOUNT. 

The criminal leaving the court room in which he was 
just sentenced escapes, beneath superficial grief, to his 
innermost isolation booth which warms and consoles him 
because it tells him “I DO AMOUNT.” Only a while ago 
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he was displaying humility and regret, perhaps he was 
invoking mercy and forgiveness; but even in those moments 
there was still within him some deeply buried pride while 
the humility was basically only a way of communicating 
with others. 

But precisely because this adopted pride is so divorced 
from everything in the universe, from eternity itself, pre- 
cisely because it is so artificial and subjective yet so indis- 
pensable to us, we cling to each and every opportunity 
which can be construed as its justification. Some find the 
pretext in intellectual achievement, some in charitable and 
social activities, some in their beauty and appearance. But 
each one in his own way is desperately pursuing a non- 
existing purpose. 

Then, after all this effort, we turn around and see that 
there are others in the world. They too are striving for a 
purpose. Suddenly, all our lonely efforts at justifying our 
living acquire a comparative measurement. Our own per- 
sonal encounter with the universe and eternity must be 
compared with that of other people, because we do not 
knowingly wish to deceive ourselves. We want to know 
that our self-appraisal, our innermost pride can pass the 
test of other people’s criteria. 

Here lurks a danger we must guard against with all that 
is within us: we do not know in advance the outcome of 
such a comparison between others and ourselves, but we 
do know that a verdict against us could shatter the only 
spiritual condition which enables us to live. 

In order not to arrive at such a potentially shattering 
conclusion some are driven to inward investments; by 
raising their own worthiness and value they attempt to 
gain assets for the unavoidable comparison. 

However most people have less imagination and courage. 
Working on the development of one’s own person is the 
hardest course available. There is a much easier one within 
reach. Since it is a comparative measurement that counts 
one must not necessarily grow in order to stand out above 
others—he can downgrade others and so appear above 
them. 

Here bigotry is born. From here on it will only become 
a matter of rationalization how the individual will sell him- 
self on his “superiority”. It will depend on circumstances 
and availability of potential victims whether he will become 
a nationalistic, a religious, a racial or any other kind of a 
bigot. Perhaps his discrimination will be more unorthodox. 
Perhaps he will even oppose racial, religious, sex or nation- 
alistic discriminations. He might even call himself a liberal 
and be genuinely dedicated to his chosen social platform. 
But then, he will appear in his office and treat his sub- 
ordinates in a way which will compensate for the discrim- 
ination he gave up on more general grounds. In his relations 
with his subordinates he will seek the very self-assurance of 
superiority others seek from people of a different religion, 
or color of skin. Or, perhaps his wife will provide the 
medium for it. 

Of course, wherever he finds a REASON to oppose some- 
one, be it an economic or any other one, he will combine the 
two—his psychological inclination and his self-interest. 
That’s where economic and other factors so often provide 
the fuel for the discriminatory tendency. 

(Continued on page 11) 
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THE SCAPEGOAT 








Anti-Semitism, “Revived” or Continued? 


The anti-Semitic paint brushes wielded 
recently in so many places remote from 
each other have brought to the foreground, 
more than the immediate harm to the 
intended victims, a problem our genera- 
tion has been most reluctant to face. While 
anti-Semitism, in many countries of the 
post-World War II period, has been reach- 
ing an intensity surpassing that of the pre- 
war years, many governments on both sides 
of the Iron Curtain have been pretending 
unawareness of it. 

Hitler’s lasting bequest to many occupied 
nations in Europe has been hatred to Jews. 
Such peoples as the Poles, Hungarians and 
Rumanians, which have a long record of 
anti-Semitism, did not wake up from their 
blind hatred under the impact of their own 
sufferings at the hands of Nazis. On the 
contrary, large segments of them found 
consolation during the years of occupation 
in the fact that “at least” Hitler was wip- 
ing out the Jews. Some of their under- 
ground movements against the Nazi and 
later the Communist occupation were dis- 
tinctly anti-Semitic and their military 
bravados were directed against the Jews as 
much as the foreign oppressor. The Polish 
Armia Krajowa, for instance, had no dis- 
tinct preference when it came to shooting 
a German SS man, a Soviet GPU commis- 
sar or just any ordinary Jew. 

This Jew-hating inclination was allowed 
to flourish, under the loving aegis of West- 
ern democracies, among many groups of 
the political refugees from East-European 
countries. 

Least surprising of all is the “revival” of 
anti-Semitism in Germany. The alleged de- 
nazification of occupied Germany amount- 
ed to little more than lip service to the 
fancy of recorded history. In actuality, not 
only were high functionaries of the Nazi 
regime integrated into the post-war politi- 
cal machinery of the “new” Germany, but, 
even more importantly, German national- 
ism has been most tenderly babied in the 
notorious hope that this time it would be 
effectively checked and directed only 
against those whom we too oppose. But 
encouraged as it may be by both Western 
powers and the Soviets, German national- 
ism is bound to have its own sources of 
inspiration and traditional gospels. To 
hope for a Jeffersonian German national- 
ism is as delusive as to pretend that the 
spirit of Bismarck and Hitler has been 
erased from the German spiritual inheri- 
tance. 

It is true that the anti-Semitic crimes 
now being perpetrated in Germany are the 
acts of a small minority of the population. 
The indignation of most Germans, the 
Adenauer Government included, against 
these acts has been given wide publicity. 
While one may not doubt the sincerity of 
such men as Konrad Adenauer and his 
aides, the regrets of most Germans are of 


a different quality altogether. They do not 
stem from any basic new sense of values to 
which scapegoat hatred is foreign; rather 
they are tactical in nature. At this par- 
ticular time most Germans feel that anti- 
Semitic outbursts may embarrass them in- 
ternationally. It is such embarrassment 
they oppose and resent much more than 
the spiritual and intellectual depravity that 
makes some delinquents write “Death to 
Jew”! after most Jews have already been 
put to death. 

There is little doubt that any encour- 
agement of German nationalism, in which 
the West and the Soviets attempt to outbid 
each other, must result in the flourishing of 
the very prejudices and hatreds which 
brought Hitler to power. In the early 
thirties, the Jews were only the first victims 
of German chauvinism and this pattern is 
bound to be repeated any time the Ger- 
mans feel strong enough to challenge the 
outside world. The strength they are gain- 
ing from the outside through Western 
sanction of the Adenauer regime is de- 
prived of safeguards against its eventual 
use by less acceptable successors for utterly 
unacceptable purposes. 

While anti-Semitic outbursts in Western 
countries are gaining wide publicity, the 
situation is at least no better in some coun- 
tries under the Communist regime. So 
strong is anti-Semitic sentiment among 
East-European nations that the Commu- 
nist parties have been attempting to gain 
popular appeal by making concessions to 
it. This accounts for the determined drive, 
in the Soviet Union as well as in Poland, 
Hungary and Rumania, to oust Jews from 
all positions in the public eye. In addition, 
those countries are afflicted by another kind 
of anti-Semitism, pursued on the govern- 
mental and party level, whose object is 
nothing less than a spiritual and cultural 
genocide of the Jewish race. 

Behind a theoretical smoke screen of 
absolute equality of rights for national 
minorities, the Communists have conduct- 
ed a virtual campaign of extinction of 
Jews. While the tools do not consist of 
pogroms and gas chambers, they are no less 
effective. Contribution to Jewish culture, 
even if ideologically compliant with Com- 
munism, has been treated as a virtual crime 
and the cultural extinction of the Jewish 
minority under Soviet rule is proceeding 
ruthlessly and persistently. 

A third geographic area in which anti- 
Semitism has been spreading is comprised 
of those Western countries which tradi- 
tionally had not been seriously afflicted by 


that menace, including the United States, 
Great Britain, Australia and the Scandi- 
navian countries. 

The scores of youngsters in the United 
States who are periodically picked up by 
the police as Nazi conspirators, often 
equipped with Hitlerian uniforms, symbols, 
literature and even weapons, reflect the 
spiritual decadence of our generation more 
than any Nazi indoctrination. The Sturm 
und Drang period in a youngster’s life is 
often too intense to be modified or neutral- 
ized by the stupefying diversions of our 
society. Not everyone’s desire to identify 
himself with a cause, to live a life which 
is more than philistine, can be averted by 
over-emphasis on sports and over-exposure 
to addictive popular entertainment or 
meaningless nationalistic platitudes. There 
are some who need more than that, and 
more power to them. Unfortunately, when 
their idealism is turned out to pasture in 
the deserts of our spiritual vacuum, they 
easily become anti-social and are quickly 
welcomed into the inexhaustible silos of 
hatred and prejudice. Hundreds of pub- 
lications whose business is nothing but 
hatred feed their psychotic imagination. 
And along with such outcast literature, 
there are the many syndicated columns, 
the many sermons, and perfectly legitimate 
sounding professions of patriotism spread- 
ing venom that once consumed may turn 
its victims against anything and anybody. 
There are also the well organized hate 
campaigns conducted by ideological die- 
hards, ranging from remnants of Nazism to 
the not less objectionable Arab League. 

The intensity of hate mongering which 
is going on on our college campuses, or- 
ganized and inspired by the Arab Informa- 
tion Center has drawn little public atten- 
tion, but it surely warrants being looked 
into by our educational as well as law en- 
forcement authorities. 

All three areas of anti-Semitic outbursts 
—Germany and certain West-European 
countries, Soviet Russia and her East- 
European allies, the United States and 
other countries traditionally not anti- 
Semitic — are characterized by the amaz- 
ing degree of tolerance which their govern- 
ments display towards the poison of Jew- 
hatred as long as it simmers below the sur- 
face of headline news. Only when the 
explosive stage is reached does it occur to 
them to resort to overdue measures. But 
once that stage is reached, the wave of 
anti-Semitism has already gained momen- 
tum from the very publicity its curtailment 
necessitates. 
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PATTERNS IN AMERICAN HISTORY: 





The “‘Disloyal’’ Opposition 


The democratic spirit of a country depends more on the 
legitimacy of dissention than on the mechanics of political pro- 
cedure. The most liberal and democratic constitution of a country 
can become for all practical purposes meaningless if the popula- 
tion is discouraged from exercising its legal rights. 

Totalitarian one-party regimes have never admitted curtailing 
opposition or political diversity; they have always claimed that 
their monolithic way reflects a voluntary compliance of all 
segments of the population. Not always do they have to resort 
to overt terror, or to outright totalitarian legislation, to achieve 
this. The mental coercion through which such “unity” is achieved 
operates by means of establishing semi-official classifications of 
“loyal” and “disloyal” thoughts. A dissenting position on public 
affairs is not regarded as a competitive alternative; instead its 
motives are impeached as “unpatriotic”. 

The mere use of such classifications is politically undemo- 
cratic and intellectually corrupt, precluding any discussion of 
issues and providing a political punch below the belt by auto- 
matically putting the opponent on the defensive and forcing 
him into vindicativeness. 

So effective is this method that throughout history it has been 
resorted to by all who preferred to wipe out opponents rather 
than indulge in meritorious debates with them. 

So subtle are its ways of operating, aimed at a person’s inher- 
ent mental insecurity, that even movements officially dedicated 
to the individual’s and society’s liberty have often not abstained 
from them. It has not only been the monopoly of absolute 
monarchs or latter-day dictators, but has also become a weapon 
of partisanship in democratic societies. So contradictory to the 
basic tenets of democracy is this method that, wherever and 
whenever it has been effectively used, it has perverted constitu- 
tional democracy into no more than the freedom of the citizens 
to agree and comply, but not to oppose and depose. 

The consistency with which this kind of mental coercion has 
been exercised in the history of relations between opposing political 
groups in America has been superseded only by the’ treasonous 
motives which have always been attached to purged factions 
within the Soviet Communist Party. 

The present day critic whose motives are being impeached may 
find comfort and encouragement in a study of American history 
which would show him joining a very distinguished company. As 
a “traitor” he would find himself associated with the “grandest 
of all grand Villains, that traitor to his country—that infernal 
Scoundrel Jefferson”*), his friend Thomas Paine who was actu- 
ally indicted for treason, the great Senator Robert M. La Follette 
and, even more recently, Harry Truman and the late General 
Marshall, to mention but a few out of the wide array of historical 
figures whose sincerity has drawn accusations of sedition and 
treason. In that hall of fame he could find himself among great 
presidents, parliamentarians, editors, writers and poets, distin- 
guished teachers and thinkers. 

It seems that no other than George Washington himself must 
be credited with the introduction of sedition arguments into 
American political debate. The popular opposition which an 
excise tax on whisky, enacted by Congress in 1791, encountered 
in western Pennsylvania, was presented by him as having been 
fomented by the extreme “French” party. But even Washing- 
ton’s patriotism did not remain unchallenged; James Madison 
on a latter occasion accused Washington of an “Anglified com- 
plexion” for his neutrality between Great Britain and France, and 
also accused Hamilton of the same “complexion” for refusing 
to pay an installment of the moneys due to France. 

The Federalists, as American forerunners of the Stalinist con- 
cept of obligatory ideological unity, battled their opposition 
throughout by impeaching its patriotic motives. To them their 
Republican opponents were not people with a different public 


* From an April, 1798, anonymous letter to President John Adams by 
“A Friend to America and Truth”, Adams papers, XIX, 184, 186 (Mass. 
Hist. Soc.), here requoted from Freedom’s Fetters by James Morton 
Smith, Cornell University Press, Ithaca, N. Y., 1955, p. 26. 
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program, but outright seditionists, spies and traitors. The Repub- 
licans were alleged to be in the service of the foreign enemy. The 
critics of John Adams were jailed and prosecuted after broadly 
worded legislation had been passed which provided for prosecut- 
ing them on alleged grounds of sedition, and their newspapers 
were closed down on similar grounds. 

But it wasn’t only to the Republicans that the Federalists 
attached the stigma of treason. When one of their own ranks, 
Alexander Hamilton, dared to oppose Washington’s successor, he 
too was prosecuted under the Sedition Act. 

The partisan use of the patriotism pretext did not remain a 
Federalist monopoly. Indeed the Federalist party disintegrated 
in the beginning of the nineteenth century, but its spiritual inheri- 
tance was soon taken over by its Republican successor, splitting 
the Jeffersonian party into National Republicans and Democratic 
Republicans, the forerunners of the Whig and the Democratic, 
parties. “4 

The very same tactics which had been used by the Federalists 
were now employed by the Republicans. The Federalists’ senti- 
ments during the War of 1812 enabled their opponents to fasten 
upon them the impression of treason and soon President Monroe 
and his supporters conceived of opposition not only as detrimen- 
tal but even as disloyal. 


With an amazing historical consistency in applying the stigma 


‘ of lack of patriotism the Federalists have been depicted by their 


opponents as the stooges of the British, and the Jeffersonian 
Republicans as the stooges of France. 

The internal cross-currents within the Whig Party with ref- 
erence to such issues as annexation of Canada, admission of Cali- 
fornia, the Mexican War, all involved arguments of patriotism 
versus the lack of it, while the Jacksonians were soon to be por- 
trayed as disloyal, alien-born non-Americans. In turn, the victory 
of Lincoln was depicted by anti-Republicans as having been 
brought about by the “Germans”, 

While the use of patriotic demagoguery in mutual opposition 
between parties can be traced through each and every period in 
American history, its most extreme instance in modern times 
occurred immediately prior, during and after World War I. 
During the administrations of Theodore Roosevelt and Woodrow 
Wilson the stigma of national disloyalty was attached not only 
to those who opposed the United States’ involvement in the war, 
but also to movements advocating social reform, such as Socialists, 
Populists, Anarchists and others, as well as to unions and people 
advocating higher wages. 

The fight against the “traitors” was merciless. All branches of 
public life were involved in it: Congress passed legislation which 
was in obvious defiance of the Constitution; law-enforcing agen- 
cies and “patriotic” voluntary groups resorted to outright perse- 
cutions and terrorism; freedom of speech and association was all 
but forgotten; oppositionist Congressmen were barred from taking 
their electoral seats; mass arrests, lynchings, kidnappings and 
deportations were widespread; newspapers were closed down 
and their editors jailed. And all this was done in the name of 
“patriotism”, under the pretense of being a crusade against 
traitors and spies. 


So, as American history teaches us, it was not McCarthy after 
all who conceived of the ingenious idea of silencing opponents 
with the outcry against sedition. The Hiobian lament against the 
“twenty years of treason” of Democratic rule was no more than 
a lesson in party strategy learned from history by such studious 
politicians as Joe McCarthy and Richard Nixon. 

The challenge which this dishonest method of mental coercion 
poses to the individual lies in resisting the natural reaction to 
vindicate himself. He must persist not only in the development of 
his thoughts, undistracted by the unfair play of the opponent, but 
in uninhibited expression of those thoughts. In doing so he will 
frustrate the coercive attempts, since their effectiveness depends 
not so much on public reaction as on individual abasement and 
humiliation. 
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The Constitutional Monarch 


military and political reality in 
which the continuation of the cold 
war began to be as senseless as it is 
impossible. 

On this paramount question the 
Eisenhower Administration’s rec- 
ord discloses only two references, 
both occurring towards the end of 
its term in office: the consent to 
holding summit talks with Soviet 
Russia, and President Eisenhow- 
er’s recent visit to 11 countries. 
That both of these political land- 
marks did not take place but to- 
wards the end of 1959 was not 
compelled by objective historic 
realities; it was due to the anach- 
ronistic foreign policy of the 
Dulles era. 

While world realities were ren- 
dering the cold war outmoded, 
while technological developments 
were transforming the interna- 
tional arena into an exclusive 
ground of direct American-Soviet 
encounter, the shaping of Amer- 
ican foreign policy was left com- 
pletely in the trusted hands of the 
late John Foster Dulles, who was 
so enslaved to Korea-period cri- 
teria that in the midst of the 
World Series he kept playing his 
small checker game at the ticket 
booth of the big stadium, kept 
weaving the intricacies of military 
and political alliances at times 
when the entire weight of inter- 
national affairs was being diverted 
away from them, kept master- 
minding a cold war at times when 
Soviet diplomacy was adjusting it- 
self to the new stage to come— 
that of post cold war reality. In 
foreign policy, out of the eight 
years of the Eisenhower Admin- 
istration about seven were spent in 
total obliviousness to the oncom- 
ing era. The policies which led 
us in the fifties were no more than 
rigid extensions of policies from 
the drawing boards of the late 
forties. 





(Continued from page 1) 


When finally, in 1959, the dis- 
crepancy between our official 
thinking and the ensuing interna- 
tional reality became all too ob- 
vious, our imagination had no 
sources from which to derive new 
directions; we consented to sum- 
mit talks after balking at the ini- 
tiative of others, and finding 
consolation in the idea of a cere- 
monial international tour by an 
American president as a history- 
making event. 

As we have allowed the Soviets, 
and in part the British, to take the 
initiative in an unavoidable dip- 
lomatic jacking up of interna- 
tional relations, so we are right 
now clinging to other obsolete 
policies, heedless to an oncoming 
reality which will prove us wrong. 
With respect to disarmament and 
a nuclear ban we stubbornly re- 
tain a reluctant position, opposing 
not only the Soviets but also his- 
toric compulsions which ultimate- 
ly we will have to accept as a 
humiliating and compromising 
concession to the Soviet “drive for 
a peaceful world.” 

These fateful international is- 
sues have never gained the 
thoughtful attention of the Amer- 
ican public. But even to the de- 
gree that the American public has 
responded to them, even to the 
degree to which they became pub- 
lic controversies and even to the 
degree that John Foster Dulles 
did become a very disputed Secre- 
tary of State—all this left un- 
tarnished the reflection of Presi- 
dent Eisenhower. So great was 
our hero worship that at the 
height of an internal as well as an 
international controversy over 
Dulles’ foreign policies, the dis- 
pute was all but abated merely by 
President Eisenhower’s expression 
of confidence in his second in 
command. 


ALOOFNESS FROM DOMESTIC ISSUES 


While the field of foreign policy 
was that of greatest challenge to 
the Administration within the last 
decade, there were also many do- 
mestic issues which became con- 
troversial without in the least 
diminishing the prestige of Eisen- 
hower. 





Page8 e February 1960 e THE MINORITY OF ONE 


Former Secretary of the Treas- 
ury Humphrey became a contro- 
versial public figure as soon as his 
fiscal and economic policies be- 
came discernible. Agriculture Sec- 
retary Ezra Benson, settles with 
the farmers of America as Ad- 
miral Strauss settles with its schol- 











BUSINESS CHARLATANS 


The Perverters ¢ 


In our economy there are certain marginal but significant 
and extensive areas in which not free enterprise but rather 
a free-for-all anarchy is not only tolerated but also inspired 
and nourished. They range from outright criminal activities 
under the pretense of legitimate business to more sophisticated 
rackets which shrewdly manage to meet the letter of the law 
while violating its spirit, intention and social content. 

While many objectionable practices are being revealed in 
the congressional investigation of the drug industry and trade, 
there are many other fields of enterprise which should draw 
the urgent attention of the subcommittee on economic statistics 
of the Joint Economic Committee. 

A conspicuous field which should invite congressional con- 
cern is the door-to-door trade which has to a large degree 
ingeniously devised systems of escaping the regular interplay 
of the factors of a free economy. 

There exists between the door-to-door trade and the industry 
a collusion which may well collide with certain provisions of 
our anti-trust laws, or may warrant additional legislation. 


There are many manufacturers of appliances, watches, jew- 
elry, toys, furniture and other personal and household items 
who produce certain styles of their products specifically for 
the door-to-door trade. The brand watch you can buy in any 
store will be almost the same as the one offered by a door-to- 
door salesman, almost but not quite—there will be just a 
minute, inconsequential difference in styling and in the identi- 
fication number. The governing principle is that the watch 
carried by the door-to-door salesman should never be identical 
with any carried in a store. The same holds true with hundreds 
of products, some by large, well known national manufacturers. 
The purpose of this scheme is to prevent the customer of the 
door-to-door trade from pricing the merchandise in a legiti- 
mate store. Could he directly compare the prices, he would 
learn that in return for the “convenience” of having the mer- 
chandise offered at his door, he paid several hundred, or 
several thousand per cent of the store price. Any analogy he 
might draw between the price of his toaster, for instance, and 
a very similar one in a store can be dismissed with the claim 
that the two are not identical, and “undoubtedly” the one 
offered at the door is superior, as “evidenced” by its higher 
price. 

Needless to say, the fantastic mark-up of the door-to-door 
trade is not related to any degree to supply and demand. In 
fact, there are associations of door-to-door retailers which 
make it a condition of membership that no merchandise can 
be sold at less than a several hundred per cent mark-up. 


Much of the door-to-door trade caters specifically to bad 
credit risks to whom no credit would be extended by a legiti- 
mate store. The lack of credit makes such people almost 
compulsory customers of the door-to-door trade. Often, the 
down payment required already allows the company to break 
even, especially considering its recourse on the salesman’s 
commission if the account goes bad. Any additional weekly 
dollar paid by the customer is profit and extra gravy. 


Many stores, mostly in smaller cities, do the bulk of their 
business by accepting orders on merchandise they do not carry 
in stock but order for the customer from the factory or whole- 
saler. While they retain the retail profits, they neither provide 
the service nor encounter the risks and expenses of the legiti- 
mate retail store. 


The high mark-up of our retail trade is partly warranted 
by the need to carry, maintain and endure the depreciation 
of a large stock which has no advance assurance of being sold. 
But the kind of store in question amounts to no more than a 
show-window, purchases no substantial stock, does not have 
to maintain it and suffers no loss from unsalable merchandise. 
Providing no more than a correspondence service between 
the consumer and the factory or wholesaler, such a store 
retains almost all retail mark-up as profit. There are hundreds 
of millions of dollars involved in such excessive profits, and 
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geographically the practice is common everywhere except 
in our few largest cities. 

Then there are the industries whose retail prices are so 
outrageous that they themselves are fully aware they would 
not stand a chance if their merchandise was marketed through 
the usual trade channels. Ironically enough, they include 
many educational items, much of the book industry and edu- 
cational courses. 

Such products can never be purchased in a store or agency. 
It would not be too promising for a publisher to put his 
encyclopedia, even though an excellent one, on the shelves of 
a book store and expect it to be sold at several hundred dollars. 
Nor could a legitimate sales operation expect to sell a few 
hundred mimeographed sheets of a “correspondence course” 
at a price which comes all too close to the expense of actual 
college attendance. 

That’s why such industries have to resort to more “original” 
methods of marketing. They engage their own sales forces, 
train them most thoroughly in high pressure techniques, intro- 
duce them not as salesmen but as the representatives of 
“promotion” departments, offer fantastic “bargains” if the 
customer can “qualify” for them and agrees to be taken in 
on the spot, in addition to using misleading prospecting meth- 
ods and dishonest price “build-ups”. 

Such companies are usually as dishonest towards their sales- 
men as they teach the salesmen to be towards their prospects. 
That they nevertheless succeed is due to their permanent 
hiring campaigns, their expectation being to “squeeze out” a 
few orders from the new man before he becomes aware of 
the hiring misrepresentations and the dubious nature of the 
required activities. Often, special advisory departments are 
maintained to make the breaking of laws inaccessible to law 
enforcement agencies and great efforts go into being able to 
disassociate the company and its responsible officers from the 
practices of the individual salesman in cases of exposure. 
Suddenly, the poor salesman has to carry the entire weight 
of accusations on his own shoulders, while the company and 
its officers pretend to be “outraged” by the disrepute into 
which the “irresponsible” individual has brought them. 

An authoritatively compiled list of such companies would 
include quite a number of very prominent enterprises. Not 
less questionable are the activities of many hundreds, perhaps 
thousands, of “literary”, “theatrical” and “talent” agencies, 
whose entire enterprise is exhausted by collecting “reading”, 
“test” or “presentation” fees from victimized hopefuls. Many 
of those agencies have never promoted a manuscript or a 
talent, nor do they have the commercial connections for 
channeling them. The only people who ever heard of them 
are the desperately hopeful youngsters who eagerly read all 
newspaper ads which promise to sponsor anyone’s career in 
the arts. 

There are many other similar rackets. Taken individually, 
they may seem relatively insignificant. We are used to think- 
ing in terms of multimillion dollar companies, often not appre- 
ciating that marginal industries when put together often play 


a more important role in our economy than a single industrial 
giant. 


The sociological consequences of such economic malprac- 
tices reach to the very roots of the nation. There is the image 
of the door-to-door salesman in our folklore, literature and 
drama. While we may well be annoyed with him, doubt his 
integrity and consider him beneath the fully legitimate social 
strata, the men who hired him, trained him and devised the 
dubious methods of salesmanship are socially put in a different 
category altogether. They are EXECUTIVES. As such they 
are socially acceptable, welcomed in the most exclusive resi- 
dential neighborhoods and becoming contenders, if not actual 
laureates, for a Who’s Who listing. 

Congress would be rendering an invaluable service to the 
American public by looking into the practices of these marginal 
entrepeneurs. 





ars, scientists and liberals. Yet, 
practically on all issues entrusted 
to it the Eisenhower Government 
was strong enough to curtail con- 
gressional sentiment; only one sig- 
nificant exception occurred when 
Adm. Strauss failed to gain a con- 
gressional vote of confidence as 
Secretary of Commerce. Oveta 
Culp Hobby left the post of Secre- 
tary of Health, Education and 
Welfare with unretouchable scars 
on her record dating back to the 
Sulk vaccine scandals. Sherman 
Adams, Ejisenhower’s factual 
prompter-plenipotentiary, had to 
leave his post amidst a public 
scandal second to none. Post- 
master General Summerfield is 
probably the most controversial 


Postmaster General in modern 
times. 
Even in the field in which 


Eisenhower’s authority and quali- 
fications are least disputed, his 
policies were attacked so expertly 
and meritoriously that a small 
community of experts took a sec- 
ond look at him; Gen. Taylor’s 
criticism of this Administration’s 
defense policies was unavailing 
but it certainly did not come from 
lack of knowledge. 


There were still more impor- 
tant domestic issues which, one 
could expect, would heavily weigh . 
in the public’s evaluation of this 
Administration. It has been the 
Eisenhower era which facilitated 
one of the most massive attacks on 
labor this country has ever experi- 
enced. This attack is being con- 
ducted on all levels of political 
and economic activity: from ex- 
pertly masterminded campaigns to 
identify unions with corruption, 
through legislation aimed at cur- 
tailing the bargaining powers of 
labor, from tax policies to strikes 
which are patiently allowed to 
drag out into testing grounds for 
breaking labor’s organized posture 
and effectiveness. 


And still the public image lia- 
bilities of Eisenhower and _his 
administration are not exhausted. 
There were the medical facts 
which might have altered the 
image of the President into that 
of an aging, sickly man, losing his 
vigor and effectiveness. There 
was his time schedule of “work- 
ing” vacations and perpetual golf 
games and the soft whispers about 
“a part-time President”. 


THE IMMUNE HERO 


But all these numerous and im- 
portant liabilities have hardly af- 
fected the public image of Dwight 
D. Eisenhower. Through them all 
the public keeps seeing him in his 
attractive five star officer’s attire, 
long after it has been moth-balled 
in his wardrobe. His lieutenants 
and aides were forced to resign, 
some like Louis Strauss and Sher- 
man Adams irrecoverably hurt, 
but Eisenhower was “above” it all, 
beyond the reach of any conse- 
quences in the usually indiscrimi- 
nate game of practical politics. 


The forces which have provided 
this in-spite-of-all personal immu- 
nity should be expertly analyzed by 
psychologists, not for the sake of 
academic discussions but with the 
view of diagnosing a public neu- 
rosis which allows hero worship to 
dominate the political thinking of 
a generation so completely. 


The problem is serious because 
of the unique nature and pre- 
rogatives of the American presi- 
dency. Were our president no 
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more than the titular head of 
state, his personal immunity would 
be of less consequence even 
though the unifying force of such 
a person is by no means unchal- 
lengeable and indisputable. 

The American presidency, how- 
ever, combines the functions of 
ceremonial representation of state 
with the actual conduct of its ex- 
ecutive affairs. In most democra- 
cies these functions are divided be- 
tween two men: the monarch, or 
president, and the prime minister. 
In Great Britain, France, Italy, 
Germany and other Western coun- 
tries the bowing to the state’s sym- 
bol, personified in the head of 
state, does not carry with it auto- 
matic compliance with the practi- 
cal political tendencies of the gov- 
ernment. A Labor Party parlia- 
mentarian in England does not 
need to neglect his duty as a 
“loyal opposition” in order to 
demonstrate his allegiance to the 
state through reverence to the 
crown. 

(Continued on page 16) 
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Ballot Access and M inority Parties (Continued from page 1) 
BARRIERS AND ALTERNATIVES 


Established political parties nominate 
their candidates in most states through a 
party primary which permits a direct ex- 
pression by the voter of his preferences for 
party nominations. But minority groups 
are not permitted to nominate by means of 
party primaries unless they have received 
a certain percentage or number of votes 
cast in the preceding gubernatorial elec- 
tion. The minimum percentages stretch 
from 1% in Connecticut to 25% in Vir- 
ginia, while the minimum figures range 
from 500 in Delaware to 50,000 in New 
York. 

If the small party does not qualify for 
the primary, it may resort to the use of the 
independent nominating petition, which is 
essentially a device that allows a group to 
place its candidates on the ballot if a suffi- 
cient number of signatures is obtained. 
While the independent nominating peti- 
tion is the most widely used, it also con- 
fronts the small party with its most onerous 
burdens. 

Without taking into account all the 
minor variations in the several states, three 
main aspects of the independent nominat- 
ing petition may be treated: 


(1) The number of signatures required ; 


(2) Apportionment of these signatures 
throughout the state; 


(3) Stipulations concerning authentica- 
tion of signatures and restrictions 
on persons who sign petitions. 


In its Model Election Law, the Ameri- 
can Civil Liberties Union urged that minor 
parties be required to accumulate signa- 
tures equivalent to only one-tenth of one 
percent of the total vote cast in the preced- 
ing gubernatorial election, with a maxi- 
mum limit of 10,000 signatures. Compare 
this standard with the requirements of 2 
percent in Missouri (36,000 votes), 3 per- 
cent in Massachusetts (71,643 votes), 5 
percent in California (259,000 votes) and 
7 percent in Ohio (259,000 votes). Other 
states exact flat numerical minimums. 

New York, Illinois, Massachusetts, and 
Ohio demand that the signatures obtained 
on nominating petitions represent a pre- 
scribed number of residents in a specified 
number of counties throughout the state. 
Apportionment requirements often result 
in giving disproportionate power to rural 
areas and discourages urban and, in some 
cases, rural centered groups from availing 
themselves of the election process. 


OUTDATED APPORTIONMENT 


For example, the Illinois statute states 
that a petition to nominate candidates for 
a new political party must be signed by at 
least 25,000 qualified voters, including at 
least 200 from each of at least 50 of the 
102 counties in the state. 


The New York statute compels even 
greater omnipresence. It reads: “An in- 
dependent nominating petition for candi- 
dates to be voted for by all the voters of 
the state must be signed by at least 12,000 
signatures of whom at least 50 shall reside 
in each county of the state... .” 


The Illinois law was challenged by the 
Progressive Party just before the 1948 
elections. The case reached the U. S. 
Supreme Court where it was argued that 
the statute’s disproportionate favoring of 
rural counties violated the equal protec- 
tion clause of the 14th Amendment. In a 
6-3 decision, the court, disagreed and up- 


held the law. Writing the dissent, Justice 
Douglas stated: “The notion that one 
group can be granted greater voting 
strength than another is hostile to our 
standards for popular representative gov- 
ernment.” He was referring to the fact 
that 25,000 signatures from 50 of the least 
populous counties could form a new party 
while the same number from 49 counties 
with 87 percent of the registered voters 
could not. 

Regulations pertaining to authentication 
of signatures, even in states with liberal 
signature and apportionment legislation, 
provide further hurdles for small parties 
to overcome. Six states require individual 
notarization of every signature on a nomi- 
nating petition. 

In Missouri, each of the 36,000 names 
needed must be certified by a notary who 
personally knows the signer or by two wit- 
nesses who can swear to his identity. 


OTHER REQUIREMENTS 


Early filing dates, often four to six 
months before the election, effectively bar 
eleventh hour protest or splinter parties 
and force the gathering of signatures be- 
fore the acme of the public’s political con- 
sciousness. In other states, the period with- 
in which signatures may be obtained is 
severely restricted. Pennsylvania, for ex- 
ample, requires that the total number of 
necessary signatures be obtained within a 
20-day period. 

The potential group from which signers 
may be solicited is even limited in many 
states. Prevented from signing an inde- 
pendent nominating petition are those 
who voted in a contemporary party pri- 
mary as well as voters affiliated with an- 
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other party within a specified previous 
period. 

Such state action has the effect of pre- 
venting voters from changing party con- 
nections during a campaign after the pri- 
mary elections or during the prescribed 
pre-election period. 

One of the characteristics of an inflex- 
ible standard is the facility with which it 
can be abused in its enforcement. Thus, 
even when a minority party complies with 
all the major regulations there remains a 
fair possibility that the petition will be 
totally negated by a technical defect or 
omission often due to ambiguities in the 
election law. 
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As a final resort for the politically frus- 
trated, the write-in vote is available in 47 
states, and would probably be implied as a 
constitutional right in the absence of any 
express provision. 

In practice, the write-in vote is a some- 
what illusory privilege. No party has ever 
won an election in this manner, though an 
occasional independent has been elected 
this way. The experience of the Socialist 
Party is that most states, finding the write- 
in unwieldy, simply disregard them in sub- 
mitting their count of the vote. 


RESTRICTIONS PARALLEL 
MOVEMENTS 


Since 1948, when Henry Wallace’s Pro- 
gressive Party conducted a national cam- 
paign, minor parties, by their diminished 
activity, have not provided the underlying 
impetus for further state restrictions along 
the line of number, apportionment and au- 
thentication. Indeed, there was hardly any 
need to increase already severe require- 
ments. But it is more than sheer happen- 
stance that periods of minor party activity 
have been paralleled by a rash of restrictive 
enactments from the two-party dominated 
legislatures. The thirties and early forties 
were such periods. In 1932 the Socialist 
Party made the North Carolina ballot with 
a petition of 10,000 signatures. Immediate- 
ly thereafter the legislature enacted more 
stringent requirements. Only the Demo- 
cratic and Republican Parties appeared on 
the election ticket in 1936. 

Added to these legal obstacles have been 
a variety of pressures in the form of dis- 
criminatory judicial and administrative en- 
forcement, and harassing, intimidating tac- 
tics by vigilante groups. The latter pres- 
sure has been expressed in the past by pub- 
lishing petitions in newspapers to embarass 
or black-list signers and even by physical 
violence against small party workers. 

The constitutionality of even the harsh- 
est statutes has been maintained against 
claims of deprivation of due process, equal 
protection of the laws, and the right to 
vote. If the restrictions on access do not 
constitute an absolute bar and if the par- 
ticular court gives weight to the write-in as 
an available alternative, these laws are 
deemed reasonable and therefore valid. 
Otherwise judicial review is as broad as 
judicial discretion which thus far has taken 
the form of a “hands off the legislature” 
policy. 

What is constitutional may still be un- 
wise. This is revealed by an examination 
of the evils which these restrictions are 
allegedly designed to prevent. 

It is contended that the signature re- 
quirements prevent the ballot from becom- 
ing the size of a blanket and thereby con- 
fusing the voter. 

The “blanket size ballot” argument has 
some validity, but is attributed to the 
wrong cause. Rather than arising from 
an excess of parties, the long ballot has 
been due to a plethora of elective offices 
all the way from Governor to the county 
surveyor and the total listing of a state’s 
presidential electors. With the replacement 
of the electors column by the names of the 

(Continued on page 14) 

















The Bigot (Continued from page 4) 


What is true about individuals is true about groups of 
individuals, and what is true about the relations between 
individuals is also true about the relations between 
groups. Bigotry is not necessarily manifested in a 
direct, discernible form. Exaggerated class pride or ex- 
aggerated denominational devotion flow from the very 
same spiritual and psychological source from which out- 
right discriminatory tendencies stem. While adopting 
a positive formula of adhering to something, no fanatic 
can possibly adhere without an attitude of exclusive- 
ness, without negating others. Were it only one’s devo- 
tion to one’s nation, religion or social environment, there 
would be nothing destructive about it, but exaggerated 
emotions will usually overwhelm one’s personality to the 
point of considering other religions, nations or social 
environments inferior, be this process conscious or not. 

The psychological origin of bigotry is so basic to the 
individual that even ethnic or religious groups which 
have traditionally been persecuted and discriminated 
against cannot completely free themselves of its influ- 
ence. In the very midst of Nazi persecutions of Jews, in 
Ghettos and concentration camps, the persecuted people 
themselves were discriminating against each other on 
the pretext of national origin. When a Polish Jew got 
into an argument with a Rumanian Jew, very early in 
their verbal duel the “compromising accusations” were 
exchanged “You are a POLISH Jew!” and “You are a 
RUMANIAN Jew!”. Such “accusations” were intended 
to provide nothing but a basis for claiming one’s superi- 
ority over his fellow man, in this case his fellow-sufferer. 

All snobbery falls into the category of bigotry. There 
are a million and one folkstories in every language dram- 
atizing the hurt pride of parents whose child married 
into a family “beneath” their own social standing. The 
tailor who grieves over his son’s marrying into a shoe- 
maker’s family and the shoemaker who grieves in a 
pathetic counterpoint, each attempts to establish his class 
superiority with that much more fervor because it is by 
no means self-evident or even real. 

Bigotry is a quality which tends to overwhelm a per- 
son’s mentality. Other negative features of a man’s 
character may well be isolated from the rest of his per- 
sonality, but not bigotry. Having been conceived at the 
very basis of one’s relation with his surroundings, indeed 
with the universe and eternity themselves, bigotry per- 
meates one’s mentality and perverts every emotion and 
intellectual faculty. 

Piety alone does not suffice to cure the individual of 
bigotry. Nor does a platitudinous profession of liberalism. 
It requires a deliberate intellectual as well as spiritual 
effort to rid oneself of it. It requires one of the most 
difficult processes—that of critical, incorruptible self- 
analysis. That’s why the most effective weapon against 
it is education: not the education which teaches us how 
to read street signs, fill out a job application or an 
income tax form, but that level of education which enables 
us to see ovrselves in the real proportion of things, frees 
us of all prejudices, and conveys to us that there is 
nothing behind or beyond to pre-condition our life philos- 
ophy but our own mind. 











WITH A GRAIN OF SALT 


Again Sokolsky - 
This Time He “Dignifies a Louse” 


George Sokolsky would probably 
call us “presumptuous” for claim- 
ing to have taken up a minute of 
his thoughts. Of course, a man as 
conscious of circulation as George 
Sokolsky would not give us the 
benefit of being scolded by name 
from his popular forum. But if we 
may be forgiven our megalomaniac 
presumption, we cannot help read- 
ing into the following passage a 
reply to our Sokolsky’s Nostalgia in 
the December issue of The Minor- 
ity of One: “Then there are the 
blackmail sheets. These unlovely 
documents are sometimes well 
printed on good paper and even 
cleverly written but always they 
praise someore so obviously that 
after an issue or two it is as clear 
as though put on a masthead, who 
pays the bill. And always there is 
defamation of character, an attack 
on an individual or on a business, 
a threat of more to come and an 
obvious indication that the subject 
to be discussed might find a way 
to have the whole thing dropped.” 

Unfortunately, since Sokolsky’s 
concern not to “enhance” the pres- 
tige of this publication prevented 
his defending another column of 
his which drew our criticism, the 
argument must rest with his verdict 
that opposing him is nothing but 
“primitive sadism”. 

Could we trust Sokolsky’s sin- 
cerity, it would be most encourag- 
ing to hear him raise his voice 
against defamation of character 
and attacks on individuals. Com- 
ing from McCarthy’s chief literary 
aide, this would be a deeply aton- 
ing voice indeed. When, however, 
he attacks certain “small papers” 
for dealing with “ ‘inside’ stories 
something that nobody else knows” 
and at the same time claims posi- 
tively to know the “mystery” of 
their finances, we feel that Sokolsky 
himself is guilty of having an “in- 
side story”. 

Not that this is anything new in 
his kind of journalism. In fact, 
were it not for “inside stories’, 
there would be no Sokolsky around. 
He and his like always “succeed” 
in _Penetrating the most secret con- 
spiracies, in recording, at a dis- 
tance of thousands of miles, each 
coded message issued at the Krem- 
lin, in knowing the secret of saving 

erica. 

The inconsistency of Sokolsky’s 
preoccupation with an “inside 
story’ in a column attacking “in- 
side story’-papers is too obvious. 
First, by way of innuendo (he is 
master of using it), he claims to 
know the conspiratorial sources 
which “pay the bill” for the “small 
papers”, but then he claims their 
riches to come from their “com- 
paratively exorbitant” subscription 
fees, while those who publish them 
are “unsavory persons (who) must 
earn a living bringing unhappiness 
to the decent folks who (like So- 
kolsky) are unwilling to defend 
themselves on the supposition that 
they will not dignify a louse” 

Naturally, we can speak for only 
one such “unsavory person” and 
attempt to compare his “corrupt- 


ing” financial profits from the 
small paper” venture with those 
of Mr. Sokolsky. 

We do not know how much So- 
kolsky is paid for the public’s 
“privilege” of being “enlightened” 
by him, but we do know that much 
of that money results from sheer if 
indirect misrepresentation. The 
woman shopping for groceries and 
the man paying for his car are least 
of all made aware that the price 
includes a subsidy to Mr. Sokolsky. 
It reaches him through the chan- 
nels of commercial advertising out 
of which his royalties are paid by 
newspapers which carry his col- 
umn, often in a reluctant conces- 
sion to popular tastes. 

Nothing of the sort can be con- 
tended about this “small paper’, 
whose “exorbitant” subscription 
fees only slightly offset the great 
financial sacrifice of the single per- 
son who makes this publication 
possible. 

Sokolsky broadens the subject to 
include all “small papers”. Any 
publication that is not a part of 
the few national press trusts ob- 
viously falls into this category. Yet, 
when Sokolsky characterizes them 
as the “inside story” publications, 
it seems rather that he is portray- 
ing several very “legitimate” na- 
tional magazines with a circulation 
of many millions; and when he 
refers to “hate sheets” which are 
published “because there is money 
in hating” , who would guess that 
this is not an autobiographical ref- 
erence to Sokolsky’s own column?! 


We regret having to lower our- 
selves to the level of Sokolsky’s 
polemic. But more than a duel of 
sarcasms is involved. Frankly, our 
original attack pon Sokolsky was 
motivated by more than the spe- 
cific dark views to which it ad- 
dressed itself. The phenomenon 
Sokolsky in the American press is 
more important and more destruc- 
tive than the man himself. It is a 
testimony to the commercialism of 
yellow journalism, which not only 
deprives the press of its social mis- 
sion, but turns demagoguery and 
deliberate catering to the lowest 
popular instincts into channels of 
success. 


This perversion of our press is 
epitomized in Sokolsky more than 
anyone, because, actually, he had 
the least chance of making that 
kind of success. His background 
and education, his ethnical origin 
and experience provided him with 
few qualifications for becoming the 
idol of bigots, super-nationalists 
and America-firsters. With all due 
respect for the talents that helped 
him overcome these “handicaps”, 
his career would not have been pos- 
sible were it not that so much of 
our press derives from “money in 
hating”. 

Were it not so, and were it not 
for an irrevocable ritual when little 
George was eight days old, his only 
forum could have been the much 
more consistently bigoted The 
American Mercury, and his closest 
pal—Gerald L. K. Smith. 
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THE BRIGHTER SIDE 
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®& FOR the Brotherhood of Railroad 


Trainmen for erasing racial discrimi- 
nation from its constitution. 


> FOR the decree by Federal District 
Judge L. Skelly Wright of New Or- 
leans restoring voting rights to 1377 
Negroes whose names were removed 
from the voting rolls of Washington 
Parish in Louisiana by a State court 
which was petitioned by a Citizens 
Council. 


> FOR a Fort Worth, Texas, group of 
“Christians who believe in freedom for 
all” and acts to discontinue any observ- 
ance of religious holidays in public 
schools. 


> FOR Attorney General William P. 
Rogers for personally arguing before 
the Supreme Court the constitutionality 
of the 1957 Civil Rights Act which has 
been declared unconstitutional by a 
Federal judge in Georgia thereby pre- 
venting court action against vote dis- 
crimination of Negroes. 


FOR the University of Chicago 
which has joined the long list of edu- 
cational institutions that are defying the 
affidavit of disbelief required of stu- 
dents seeking loans under the National 
Defense Education Act of 1958. 


> FOR the widening of Japanese juris- 
diction over members of United States 
forces stationed in Japan in the revised 
U. §.-Japan security treaty. 


Where Does the Law End? 


(Continued from page 3) 


plete professional devotion, has become 
nothing less than an act of courage. 

There are some “liberal” individuals and 
groups to whom a man can turn for help 
and guidance if he is wrongly accused of 
being a Communist. If he can satisfy them 
that the accusation is wrong, they will ex- 
tend to him guidance and support in the 
name of the Bill of Rights and the Consti- 
tution. But just as soon as those individuals 
or groups discover any merit in the accu- 
sation, they adopt a policy of “hands off”. 
To their “liberal” way of thinking our Bill 
of Rights and Constitution are good and 
fine and they insist on adherence to them, 
but the law ends at the threshold of a bona 
fide Communist. 

Of course, this is a reaction of a fright- 
ened people. It is a direct result of the 
many cases in which professional defense 
of Communists resulted in repercussions to 
the lawyers. In some cases they were dis- 
barred, in others all kinds of “independent” 
charges were brought against them, and 
some were persecuted so mercilessly that 
they were driven to commit suicide. No 
man practicing the law can afford to ac- 
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> FOR the Justice Department’s ini- 
tiative in re-opening the case against 
the lynching party which abducted 
Negro Mack Charles Parker from a 
Mississippi jail. The Federal grand 
jury did not result in any indictments. 


> FOR Mrs. Marjorie Swann, a moth- 
er of four, who was released from a 
Federal prison in Alderson, W. Va., 
after serving five months for attempt- 
ing to impede construction of a missile 
base in Nebraska while demonstrating 
her pacifist principles. 


> FOR the House Judiciary Commit- 
tee for approving a bill allowing aliens 
engaged to marry Americans to enter 
this country without regard to immi- 
gration quotas, 


> FOR the New York State Council of 
Churches for supporting state legisla- 
tion to ban discrimination in private 
housing. 


® FOR the about 700 demonstrators 
who within the past six months have 
been taking part in a protest against 
germ war experiments by picketing the 
Ft. Detrick, Md., base of the Army 
Chemical Corps. 


> FOR the Supreme Court’s reaffir- 
mation of a 1936 ruling that an involun- 
tary confession is grounds for reversing 
a conviction in a state court, as oc- 
casioned in the case of Jesse Blackburn. 





cept the prospect of being victimized by 
trumped up charges, disbarred or driven 
to suicide as the price for complete profes- 
sional devotion. 

On the institutional level the invoking of 
constitutional rights for Communists pro- 
vides a good chance of being put on 
the subversive list of the U. S. Attorney 
General and having to share the lot of the 
Communists themselves. Our official des- 
ignation of organizations which often are 
not Communist but insist on the rule of 
law towards everybody, Communists in- 
cluded, is “Communist Front”. 

This very article is of a type which 
would be classified as a “subversive” piece 
by those who deliberately frighten us away 
from a constitutional relation even with 
the Communists, and the writer can well 
imagine some of the “complimentary” epi- 
thets with which he will be dignified in 
response. Under the circumstances one 
must make a real effort not to fall into 
apologetics where the issue is not Commu- 
nism itself. 

In the legal sense the depicted pressure 
precipitates double standards in our so- 
ciety: while as a nation we adhere to the 
predominance of law, at the same time 
this principle no longer applies to all cor- 
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ners of our society; somewhere the law is 
suspended and lawlessness takes its place. 

Even greater is the intellectual damage. 
There are too many Americans who hold 
views not because they have honestly ana- 
lyzed the problems involved, but because 
they are afraid of arriving at certain un- 
acceptable conclusions. This is true in 
many fields and not only where the issues 
are directly related to Communism. Often, 
the “religiosity” of our citizens is of the 
same quality. Deprived of any theological 
contents, it is adopted out of a fear of land- 
ing in a publicly unacceptable atheism. 

Those who resort to coercion as a means 
of controlling the individual’s thoughts are 
causing irreparable harm to our society 
and country. They attach to the American 
society the biggest handicap in the race 
for intellectual brilliance and scientific 
achievement. 

But most of all they are deluding them- 
selves. How reliable are the “convictions” 
of a man who was afraid to examine all 
sides of a controversy and who did not 
dare to go in any direction his thoughts 
might take him? How reliable is the oppo- 
sition to Communism on the part of a man 
who under public pressure was prevented 
from forming his opinions objectively and 
from making an intelligent inquiry into 
the subject of his opposition? Why are we 
satisfied with such an unintelligent, unreli- 
able, superficial opposition to Commu- 
nism?! 

There are books in America, even if 
technically available, which one cannot 
afford to hold in the open; there are news- 
papers and magazines which one knows 
not to read and on the mailing lists of 
which it is safer not to be included; there 
were even newspapers and magazines 
which had to close down not because of a 
lack of potential subscribers but because 
of those potential subscribers’ fear to sub- 
scribe. There are magazines whose deliv- 
ery is prevented by the Post Office unless 
otherwise specifically and in writing de- 
manded by the addressee, and then pre- 
sumably at the pain of being entered in a 
special address book of Mr. Summerfield. 
How are our own ideological goals served 
by these methods which promote nothing 
but ignorance? 

Our intellectual and political life has 
become so inflated that certain designa- 
tions of systems of thought have acquired 
the connotations of curses and insults. 
“You are a Communist!” became the end 
rather than the beginning of a discussion, 
and the word “atheist” no longer connotes 
someone’s intellectual stage but is filled 
with an anti-social, intolerable, illegitimate 
innuendo. In our society there is so much 
that is illegitimate in the domain of thought 
that to make oneself socially acceptable 
one is almost compelled to exhaust his 
leisure in trivia. 

On the surface the success of our thought 
coercers may seem almost complete, but 
this will prove valid only until a crucial 
test. Such historic tests usually come when 
those in power can no longer rely on their 
ability to coerce. The relief from oppres- 
sion experienced by the citizen, his self- 
assertion in view of the authorities’ weak- 

(Continued on page 14) 












TT twn +S @wew “ry 


1" 


JQ wee Um 





To Our Readers: 








THE MINORITY OF ONE is an attempt to introduce a 
truly independent periodical; there are no groups who sponsor 
it, there are no advertisers whose tastes have to be considered. 


Tue Minority oF ONE carries no specific political message 
and has no loyalty other than independence of thought. Its 
name derives from its purpose—to contribute to the individual’s 
intellectual self-assertion. You and I are the minorities of one 
if only we do not fear our thoughts. Our thoughts may collide, 
or they may coincide or complement each other, but even then 
let us each remain a minority of one. Let our resolutions meet, 
and preferably in harmony, but let us never alter them just so 
they can get along with each other. 


This is ALL Tue Minority oF ONE stands for. 


If you lend us support on this, no matter how many of our 
specific views you may dissent from, we believe you to be our 
friend. 


As worthy as our cause may be—and we have no illusions, 
we know that many people wish to see us out of existence— 
this publication cannot endure and succeed unless those who 
welcome it will give it their active support. 


We do not call for special considerations. We are confident 
that if our subscribers’ list will include a significant number of 
those who favor it, we will easily make a go of it. 











THE MINORITY OF ONE... « 


Gutenberg’s invention of modern printing 
gave mankind not only a revolutionary means 
for exchanging ideas but also a powerful weapon 
for manipulating man’s mind. 

all of man’s rights and liberties the most 
precious one is freedom of thought. It is the 
quintessence of freedom. As George Orwell put 
it: “Freedom is the freedom to say that two plus 
two make four. If that is granted, all else fol- 
lows.” 

Of all oppressions the oppression of thought 
operates through the subtlest channels. It is 
incomparably less conspicuous than starvation, 
denial of political rights, or corporal abuse. Like 
a tasteless poison, it attacks the victim without 
warning. 

One particular form of thought oppression is 
the most degrading of human experiences; its 
victims are masses of volunteers, mentally an- 
aesthetized by orthodoxy and conformity. Again 
to quote Orwell: “Orthodoxy means not think- 
ing—not needing to think. Orthodoxy is uncon- 
sciousness.” Orthodoxy is mental suicide. 

Tue Minority or ONE will tear away at the 
invisible chains of the mind. It will exercise the 
right of saying that two plus two make four, 
paying no heed to political taboos. 

We believe that the ultimate test of a civili- 
zation’s worthiness and ability to survive lies in 
the quality of the individuals it produces. Hur- 
rah-patriotism, flag waving, and blind, national- 
istic self-contentment are no substitutes. In the 
fierce international competition of our era, they 
will prove not only futile, but also detrimental 
to our society. If we are to be both worthy and 
able to survive the Communist challenge, we 
must be prepared to make a national virtue of 
self-criticism, 

Self-criticism is not inimical to patriotism. On 
the contrary, it is an indispensable ingredient of 
genuine concern and devotion to one’s society. 
Otherwise, only the stupid could be patriotic. . . 

To retain its independence, THE MINorITy 
oF OnE will not be open to commercial adver- 
tising. Its success will depend entirely on the 
support of its readers. We trust that those who 
welcome truly free discussion will not only 
themselves become subscribers, but also help us 
to reach their friends. 


* Introductory article from the first issue. 





Our only request is that YOU FILL OUT YOUR SUBSCRIP- 
TION FORM NOW. IF YOU WISH, ALSO SPONSOR OTHER 
READERS BY SENDING THEM A GIFT SUBSCRIPTION. 
AND THERE MUST BE SOME PEOPLE YOU KNOW OF 
WHO WOULD APPRECIATE GETTING A SAMPLE COPY. 
YOU CAN BE OF SERVICE TO THEM AND TO US BY 


SUGGESTING THEIR NAMES. 


“I expect to pass through this world but once; any good thing therefore that I can do, or any 


kindness that I can show to any fellow-creature, let me do it now; let me not defer or neglect 


it for I shall not pass this way again.” 






—AUTHORSHIP DISPUTED. 
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Ballot Access .. . 


(Continued from page 10) 


presidential and vice presidential candi- 
dates and the partial reduction of elective 
offices in many states, the problem of the 
long ballot has greatly diminished. 

To overburden and sometimes suppress 
minority parties in order to simplify the 
ballot is using the guillotine to cure the 
toothache and recalls the ardent cry, 
“Quick, Susie, the hammer; there’s a fly 
on baby’s head.” 

It has also been asserted that ballot re- 
quirements have not unreasonably inhib- 
ited or actually kept minority parties off 
the election ticket. Rather, it is believed, 
the historical failure of third parties is due 
to non-legal factors rooted deeply in the 
American political system. 


IMPACT OF HARSH RESTRICTIONS 


This position is untenable. First, it is 
historically false: there are numerous in- 
stances where parties have been kept off 
the ballot by onerous conditions or by tech- 
nical disqualifications. Even the Republi- 
can Party was not spared in the 1918 
Florida elections. Second, the fact that 
through great effort and expense minor 
parties have surmounted formidable ob- 
stacles does not reflect on the reasonable- 
ness of such barriers. On the contrary, 
they have forced parties to exhaust their 
financial and human energies in qualify- 
ing rather than in the conduct of a politi- 
cal campaign. Furthermore, the necessary 
concentration on ballot access in a few 
states has entirely curtailed possible at- 
tempts in other states. And, perhaps most 
important, the probability of overcoming 
an obstacle surely cannot properly be re- 
garded as a reason for the creation of the 
obstacle in the first place. 


SMALL PARTY MOTIVATIONS 


Another viewpoint espoused by expon- 
ents of ballot restrictions reasons as fol- 
lows: The decision of third parties to act 
independently is motivated by a desire to 
replace one of the major party organiza- 
tions. To accomplish this aim, it must 
draw support on a scale far larger than 
present ballot requirements, especially in 
view of our plurality election system. This 
requires organization and development 
through time. Collecting a prescribed 
number of signatures encourages con- 
tact with the individual voter and develop- 
ment of an extensive local organization 
without which a party cannot hope to win 
an election. 

This view is based on the mistaken as- 
sumption that the primary motivation of 
small parties is winning elections. This 
may remain as a long term aspiration but 
the controlling objectives remain the more 
immediate ones. 

When asked what motivations underlie 
their action, minority party officials might 
answer along the following lines: 

“As a rule we are vitally interested in 
some fundamental idea of government 
from which springs a definite platform of 
specific issues or, in the alternative, partic- 
ular legislation not based on a distinct 
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theory of government. An example of the 
former is the Socialist Party while the Pro- 
hibition Party represents the latter. 

“By participating in the electoral process 
we wish to demonstrate the popularity of 
our platform so that it will gain. more ad- 
herents or will be accepted as a policy of 
a major party. We provide an opportunity 
for those dissatisfied with the major parties 
to register protest votes which can tip the 
scales in a closely contested two-party 
election. 

“Tn an era witnessing a growing trend for 
the two major parties to dispute over 
vague generalities and parade personalities 
as mechanisms of political appeal, we be- 
lieve in concentrating on specific issues and 
basic principles which can be welded into 
a consistent program only because it is not 
necessary, as it is in the major parties, to 
conciliate a multitude of incompatible 
interests. 

“We avoid the excessive compromise 
that breeds innocuousness principally be- 
cause we are not seriously trying to win 
the next election. In their quest for power 
by electoral success the major parties must 
appeal to the broadest public possible. We 
escape this adulteration of our platform 
because we use the electoral process as a 
point of departure for our agitation, as a 
means not an end.” 

It can be seen from the foregoing how 
exclusion from the ballot can totally stifle 
the advancement of these perfectly legiti- 
mate aspirations. Access to the election 
slate not only permits the expression of 
public opinion but also has a high publicity 
value in marshalling greater support. It is 
the only practical way by which minor 
parties can say “Republicans and Demo- 
crats — take notice!” 


SALUTARY EFFECT OF 
EASIER ACCESS 


This is no place to catalogue the contri- 
butions of minority parties in American 
history. Their importance, as any history 


text will attest, has been far greater than 
their size. 

Herman Singer, editor of the Socialist 
Call, spoke of history when he stated that 
“minor parties have, by and large, contrib- 
uted to American political life by submit- 
ting criticism, offering suggestions and 
challenging the values of existing parties, 
thus contributing toward the expansion of 
political discussion.” 

At a minimum, minor parties have many 
times in our history deeply stirred opinion 
and illuminated the murky atmosphere of 
politics with a flash of idealism. From the 
standpoint of the electorate, this is bound 
to have substantial educative value. 

Opening the ballot to more than two 
alternatives encourages citizen participa- 
tion in the political process. The right to 
political dissent becomes nominal and can 
become dangerous without the steamvalve 
mechanism of placing minority candidates 
before the voters. Frustrating legal restric- 
tions can only contribute to disillusionment 
with our democratic ideals. 


THE TRUE PREMISE 


It is perilous; however, to rest an ad- 
vocacy of liberal ballot legislation on a 
utilitarian evaluation of minority parties. 
Such a foundation is too unstable, too fluc- 
tuating, and excessively subject to the 
whims of majority assessment. Rather, it 
is submitted, the right to present minority 
candidates before the electorate on equal 
terms with other parties derives from those 
basic rights inherent in a free society. And 
these rights stem from a tradition of un- 
ending struggle to preserve the free compe- 
tition of the market place of ideas. 

A democratic society should not dismiss 
a freedom as unimportant merely because 
it has comparatively little direct signifi- 
cance to the majority. We would do well 
to remember that suppression once sanc- 
tioned has epidemic qualities and that all 
of us are minorities in one framework or 
another. 





Where Does the Law End? 


ness lead him to avenge the subconscious 
humiliation with which he had been “vol- 
untarily”’ complying as long as he saw no 
hope in doing otherwise. This is why the 
shock of unsuspecting tyrants and oppres- 
sors has always been so great: they had 
always believed in the loyalty of their peo- 
ple and are bewildered by the sudden ex- 
treme manifestations of the unsuspected 
hatred. 

Also the fact that we have mastered a 
degree of psychological sophistication and 
expertness never before available to ruling 
oligarchies will prove effective only until 
we arrive at the real historical test, when, 
as in all times of crisis, the much more 
genuine feelings and thinking of the citi- 
zenry prove to be decisive. 

It is undeniable that Communist parties 
fall into an altogether different category 
than other political parties—not because 
their members are knowingly evil, which 
they are not, but because of their loyalty 
to a foreign center of power which pursues 
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its own self-interests. A true Communist 
has the ability of knowingly acting against 
his own nation, justifying his actions by an 
illusion of serving a universal cause. 

Since this is so, the only honest path 
available is to amend the Constitution with 
the view of outlawing the Communist 
Party, or, if we still adhere to its First 
Article, to stop denying its protection to 
anyone. 

In doing otherwise we are causing much 
more harm to the American society than 
we are causing to the few real Communists 
among us. We are becoming the masters 
of political hypocrisy and are perverting 
our state apparatus to serve it. The values 
so lost are irreplaceable; never again will 
we dig them out of the graves of social 
honesty and candor. While a few Commu- 
nists may well suffer from unfair pressure 
and the curtailment of inherent rights, they 
are doubtless somewhat consoled by the 
spectacle of our society approximating 
their ugly depiction of it. 
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Something Has Got to Give 
In Cuba 


comfort Castro’s foes are finding in this 
country, using it as a base for subversive 
activities against Cuba, is ominous. 

With the recalling of Mr. Bonsal from 
Havana the relations between the two 
countries have reached a crucial point. 
Something is bound to give in Cuba. Mr. 
Bonsal’s presence in Washington is not 
going to be a private vacation. The ques- 
tion of where anti-Castro activities can be 
conducted more effectively, in Havana or 
in Washington, is very real. It is possible 
that schemes to effect a repetition of the 
1954 experience in Guatemala are now 
being devised. The American sugar grow- 
ers are far from resigning themselves to the 
Cuban land reform, the State Department 
is following suit, and with the withdrawal 
of Mr. Bonsal the advocacy of moderation 
has suffered a final defeat. 

The situation seems to be nothing less 
than alarming. One can sense, not merely 
by way of political intuition but as a lesson 
emerging from other instances of Amer- 
ican interference in Latin-American coun- 
tries, that forces are being built up to 
challenge directly the Cuban July 26th 
Movement. That this may be going on 
behind the scenes, while on the domestic 
front there has been no public controversy 
with respect to collusion between the State 
Department and the sugar growers, reflects 
the default of political opposition. 

It would be a tragic spectacle indeed 
were we once more to depart on a course 
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. of action reminiscent of this country’s in- 


terference in Cuba in 1849-1851, in 1898 
and in 1906. The availability of Major 
Pedro Luis Diaz, the celebrity reception he 
was accorded in this country and the 
virtual freedom with which he pursues 
semi-military, anti-Castro activities, make 
one wonder whether the defected Cuban 
air chief is not being groomed to play a 
part once fulfilled by the Spanish general 
Narciso Lopez who over a century ago 
was allowed, if not actually encouraged, to 
lead two abortive expeditions to Cuba 
from this country. Is it not conceivable 
that Major Diaz is destined to become a 
Cuban Col. Armas, while Jorge Zayas, the 
newspaper publisher who recently joined 
him in American self-exile, might be con- 
templated as his civilian figurehead? 

With respect to Latin America we seem 
to entertain an inconsistent but expedient 
frame of mind: theoretically, we subscribe 
to the independence of our southern 
neighbors; yet at the same time we believe 
it quite justifiable that their sovereignty 
should not be taken too literally. As soon 
as a collision between the sovereignty of 
Latin-American countries and some Amer- 
ican interests arises, we seem firmly en- 
trenched in the position that the former 
has to be compromised. 

If this policy of might is right is allowed 
to prevail, President Eisenhower may well 
save himself the effort of touring Latin- 
American countries. Neither his smiles nor 
the friendly platitudes uttered into airport 
microphones upon his festive arrival would 
offset the once more nourished misgivings 
which cannot be smiled out of existence. 





From. READERSY LETTERS 


GIVING A FRESH MEANING 
TO THE FIRST AMENDMENT 


AMERICAN CIVIL LIBERTIES UNION 


. .. the Union is glad to know that 
individuals throughout the country are 
expressing their political views through 
publications of their own. It is just this 
exercise of the First Amendment freedoms 
that gives the Amendment fresh meaning 
and helps preserve civil liberties. 

Good luck in your endeavors. 

Alan Reitman 


Associate Director 
New York, N. Y. 
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HE JUST FORGOT A “PLEASE” 


THIS WEEK MAGAZINE 
Remove my name from your mailing 
list at once. 


Bill Huber 
New York, N. Y. 


os 


DOES NOT SHARE 
HUBER’S REQUEST 


My gratitude to The Nation for bring- 
ing your availability to my attention. 


Frederic Henry Marcus 
New York, N. Y. 
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WELCOMES THE INDEPENDENCE 
OF A MAGAZINE 


Congratulations on the recent birth of 
your magazine with its self-avowed dec- 
laration of independence from the multiple 
incentives for self-censorship afflicting 
most of our national magazines . 

Ralph Nader 
Winsted, Conn. 


(Mr. Nader is the co-author of BALLOT 
Access AND Minority Partiss, included 
on page | of this issue.) 
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A COMMUNIST VIEW OF 
THE MINORITY OF ONE 


Slick paper, expensive printing, suave 
format, no ads. And what pays for it all? 
Perhaps, bait, inspired by Heover’s strategy 
board, to compile still more dossiers on 
liberals who respond? 

. . . Why treat the present transitional 
Russian socialism as if it were the final 
culmination of the development of perfect 
communism, assuming that you do know 
the difference? 

Yes, Rome was not built in a day, but 
they will not need 200 years; they did for 
Russia in 30 years what England would not 
or could not do for India in 300 and re- 
member, they suffered two vicious, traitor- 
ous foreign invasions. . . . 


Discreetly Anonymous 
(In publishing the above letter we make 


an exception from our general rule of not 
publishing anonymous letters.) 


THe MINORITY OF ONE @ 


AN APPRECIATED TOKEN 
OF APPRECIATION 


Your kindness in sending me a copy of 
the first issue of The Minority of One and 
the attitudes and principles expressed 
therein have led me to acknowledge my 
pleasure by sending you a copy of The 
Time of the Patient Warrior .. . 


Stuart Cuthbertson 
Boulder, Colorado 


(Dr. Cuthbertson is a retired professor 
of Romance languages at the University of 
Colorado, author, poet and radio script 
writer. THE TIME OF THE PATIENT War- 
RIOR mentioned in his letter is a volume of 
political satire written by him in verse.) 
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FINE CRITICISM IS NOT ENOUGH 


. .. I want to see if, in addition to 
fine criticism, you have any constructive 
and practical suggestions to offer. 


Pablo Okhuysen 
Austin, Texas 


os 


TRUE AMERICAN DOCTRINE 


Thank you for the copy of your maga- 
zine. It is true American doctrine, and I 
should like to contribute $............ towards 
it for the present. I am a veteran of both 
wars and a former book editor. . . 


James L. Rank 
Frostburg, Md. 


os 


“TRUTH REQUIRES COURAGE” 


I am considering subscribing to your 
magazine or rather truth publication, but 
I would like to know who are the writers 
of your editorials. Very often when I dis- 
cuss things with people, I find myself 
quoting from the arguments of the writers 
whom I have read and thus I make it a 
policy not to read editorials which the 
author is not willing to sign. The truth 
requires courage to be stated and certainly 
those who state it should be willing to sign 
their statement. Would you, please, inform 
me of the names of your editorialists. 


George Hinchey 
Boston College 
Chestnut Hill, Mass. 


Eprror’s Note: A note following a sim- 
ilar inquiry, reproduced in the January 
issue, implicitly answers the correspond- 
ent’s question. However, we have been 
receiving so many letters requesting us to 
identify the contributors to THE MINoRITY 
oF ONE, that beginning with this issue we 
have included a verifying reference in the 
indicia on page two. THE MInorItTy 
oF OnE will not publish articles without 
identifying their authors. 
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POST SCRIPT 


Certain articles intended for this issue 
and listed in the table of contents in some 
of our press announcements had to be left 
out for lack of space. They will be in- 
cluded in the March issue. 


IF YOU ENJOY READING THE 
MINORITY OF ONE AND IF YOU 
BELIEVE IN THE WORTHINESS OF 
ITS CAUSE, YOU CAN HELP MAIN- 
TAIN THIS FORUM OF FREE EX- 
PRESSION BY ENTERING YOUR 
SUBSCRIPTION NOW. 


DO NOT DELAY—TO DELAY MAY 
MEAN TO FORGET. 








The Constitutional Monarch 
(Continued from page 9) 


This is not so in the American political 
structure. Allowing the symbolic state rep- 
resentation of the President to permeate 
his executive responsibilities causes a com- 
pliance with his policies not on their merits 
but by virtue of his personal popularity. 

This development is exactly opposite to 
the intentions of the creators of the Ameri- 
can Republic. That they have combined 
the functions of head of state with those 
of the administering state power was due 
to their opposition to the introduction of a 
personal sovereign into the American sys- 
tem of Government. But the cult of Eisen- 
hower has brought about a political reality 
to which Walter Lippmann ascribed the 
attributes of a constitutional monarchy. 


THE RETURN TO NORMAL 


The political consequences of the Eisen- 
hower cult will be exhausted with Eisen- 
hower’s retirement from the presidency. 
One should hope, although one cannot be 
certain, that its last function will not be 
an attempt at pre-judging the results of 
the forthcoming election campaign. 

Eisenhower’s retirement will provide an 
opportunity of returning political debate 
to its proper arena; whoever his successor, 
he will not be able to block public ap- 
praisal of state issues with the charm and 
glory of his personality. This time, fortu- 
nately, our presidential candidates are not 
going to wear military attire, nor deliver 
speeches from an imaginary giant tank. 

On the other hand there are worrisome 
indications that thoughtful debate will be 
kept to a minimum in the forthcoming 
campaign. The withdrawal of Governor 
Rockefeller is regrettable because it was 
made necessary or prudent due to his con- 
troversial reception within the Republican 
Party. If our great opportunity for public 
debates, as provided by a presidential elec- 
tion campaign, is to be forestalled there 
will be iittle chance for the candidates to 
“talk sense to the American people”. 

As for the retiring President, he may well 
have provided a pure instance of the his- 
torical truism that men hailed as great by 
their contemporaries do not necessarily get 
the same acclaim from history. 
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